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Jaspal Singh Chahal, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order affirming the Immigration Judge's

denial of his applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection
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under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We lack jurisdiction to review
the BIA’s determination that Chahal faled to file atimely asylum application and
that no changed or extraordinary circumstances excused the untimely filing of his
application. See Ramadan v. Gonzales, 427 F.3d 1218, 1222 (9th Cir. 2005).

We havejurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252 to review the denial of
withholding of review and CAT protection. Wereview the 1J s decision for
substantial evidence, Hasan v. Ashcroft, 380 F.3d 1114, 1119 (9th Cir. 2004), and
deny the petition for review on these claims.

Substantial evidence supportsthe IJ s denia of withholding of removal.
The record contained insufficient evidence to compel the conclusion that the
police who detained and beat Chahal were motivated by hisreligion or a political
opinion that they imputed to him. See Dinu v. Ashcroft, 372 F.3d 1041, 1044 (9th
Cir. 2004).

Further, Chahal faled to show it was more likely than not that he would be
tortured should he return to India, and thus heis not eligible for CAT relief. See
Hasan, 380 F.3d at 1122-23.

The voluntary departure period was sayed, and that stay will expire upon
issuance of the mandate. See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741, 750 (9th Cir. 2004).

DISMISSED in part and DENIED in part



